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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The arguments have been entered on April 13, 2007. Claims 1-13 and 17-18 are 
still pending in the present application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-6, 8-12, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Heidel et al., USPAT 5,342,047 (Heidel) in view of Malick, 
USPAT 4,669,694 (Malick). 

4. As to claims 1 , 6, 8 Heidel discloses (abstract), "...video lottery terminals that 
employ touch screens to permit a number of different games to be played on the same 
machine, the play of certain games can be improved by using electromechanical game 
buttons in conjunction with touch screen controls." Heidel further discloses (column 1 , 
lines 52-56), "...[the] video gaming machine that is capable of playing a number of 
different games on a touch screen [Fig. 1,12] with a number of game control buttons 
located [Fig. 1, 32, 36,38,etc] on the machine housing [Fig. 1,14] that can be used 
along with or instead of the touch screen [Fig 1 ., 20, 22, 24,26,28, 30, etc.] to control at 
least one of the games." Heidel further discloses (column 3, lines 9-21) that, "A 
computer... preferably a microprocessor, is used to control operations of the 
machine.... The touch screen display... is connected via a line... to a video display 
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controller. .. which in turn is connected to the computer... by a line... Displays on the 
screen. ..are controlled by the computer... utilizing the video controller." (This is 
equivalent to the applicant's limitation of having a touch, flatscreen amusement device 
comprising a display housing, a touch, flatscreen display within the display housing, a 
controller within the display housing which is coupled to the touch screen display and 
configured to control an electronic game.) 

5. Heidel however fails to explicitly disclose a rear-mounted support stand 
configured to receive and support the display housing. 

6. Malick discloses (abstract) an, "Apparatus for adjusting the tilt angle of a flat 
display panel..." 

7. The advantages of using this apparatus-that is to say, the rear mounted support 
stand-Malick writes (column 1, lines 21-30) is that, "...advances in technology allow the 
bulky cathode ray tube to be replaced by devices which are much lighter and require 
less space, such as plasma display devices. The plasma and other flat devices may be 
installed in a housing unit which is essentially flat and does not have the weight 
distribution normally found in a cathode ray tube display device. Consequently, the 
various mounting devices devised for cathode ray tube structures provide no benefit for 
position of the flat screen." 

8. This is evidence that one of ordinary skill in the art would find a 
reason/motivation/suggestion to use a rear mounted support stand to support a flat 
screen device, as it provides a better support and positioning. 
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9. Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the invention of Heidel with the rear mounted support 
stand as described by Malick for better support and positioning of the screen. 

10. Accordingly, claims 1 and 8 would have been at least obvious. 

11. As to claims 2-4, 9-12, and 18, Heidel discloses (column 2, lines 66-68) that, 
"The video lottery terminal... includes a coin acceptor... [and] a bill acceptor..." Heidel 
further discloses (column 6, lines 3-7), "...control means; including a memory containing 
a plurality of games, responsive to... game control buttons and machines control buttons 
for controlling the gaming machine..." (This further meets the applicant's limitation of 
having a memory storage device disposed within the display housing for storing system 
control software and electronic games.) 11. Heidel in view of Malick discloses the 
claimed invention except for: the rear-mounted support stand is configured to receive 
one of a coin acceptor, paper currency acceptor, and a card reader, Wherein the coin 
acceptor is located in the top section of the rear-mounted support stand, and the paper 
currency acceptor having an acceptance slot located in a bottom front facing section of 
the rear-mounted support stand. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to include these parts on the rear mounted 
support stand as a matter of design choice, since it has been held that rearranging parts 
of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

12. Accordingly, claims 2-4, 9-1 2, and 1 8 would have been at least obvious. 

1 3. As to claim 5, Heidel in view of Malick disclose the claimed invention except for 
the limitation wherein the display housing is selectively removable from the rear- 
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mounted support stand. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to make the display housing removable for 
mounting the display housing in an alternative location or on a reduced footprint, since it 
has been held that constructing a formerly integral structure in various elements 
involves only routine skill in the art. Nerwin v. Erlichman, 168 USPQ 177, 179. 

14. Claims 7, 13, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Heidel in view of Malick, and further in view of Kaminkow et al., 
USPUB 2004/0023708 (Kaminkow). 

15. What is disclosed in Heidel and Malick is discussed above and incorporated 
herein. 

16. As to claim 7, Heidel in view of Malick discloses the claimed invention except for 
a touch "screen device wherein the display is a liquid crystal display". It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary sill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
a liquid crystal display (LCD), as they are less bulky and lighter than CRT displays. It 
was notoriously well known in the art at the time invention that LCDs were being 
employed in touch screen gaming devices, for example, Kaminkow discloses a gaming 
device (paragraphs [0026] and [0028]) where the, "Gaming device... also includes one or 
more display devices... A display device can be any viewing surface such as glass, a 
video monitor or screen, a liquid crystal display or any other display mechanism... In 
certain instances it is preferable to use a touch screen... and an associated touch screen 
controller... instead of a conventional video monitordisplay device." Furthermore, it is 
notoriously well known that an LCD is a type of flat screen display device, and meets 
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the applicant's limitation of having a touch screen display with either a flat screen 
display or LCD display. 

17. As to claims 13 and 17, Kaminkow discloses (paragraph [0023]) that in addition 
to a coin slot and bill acceptor, "Other devices could be used for accepting payments 
such as readers or validators for credit cards or debit cards." 

1 8. Heidel in view of Malick and further in view of Kaminkow discloses the claimed 
invention except for: the rear-mounted support stand is coupled to a card reader or has 
a card reader located on the front facing section of the rear-mounted support. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to include these parts on the rear mounted support stand as a matter of design choice, 
since it has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in 
the art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

1 9. Accordingly, claims 1 3 and 1 7 would have at least been obvious. 

Response to Arguments 

20. Applicant's arguments filed April 13, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

21 . In response to applicant's argument of claim 1 that there is no suggestion to 
combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
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1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
because the applicant gives no patentable weight to the rear-mounted support stand in 
claim 1, it has been interpreted by the Examiner as an obvious design choice, and as 
such, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
invention of Heidel with the rear-mounted support stand of Malick to incorporate this 
design feature. 

22. In response to applicant's argument of claim 1 that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

23. As to applicant's argument for claims 2-5, the applicant's argument that claims 2- 
5 are not prima facie obvious for the reasons set forth with respect to claim 1 , the 
arguments are moot in view of the Examiner's response to the claim 1 discussed above. 

24. In response to applicant's argument for claims 2-5 that there is no suggestion to 
combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
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of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
regarding claims 2-4, the Examiner respectfully points out to the applicant that the 
Heidel invention (column 2, lines 66-67) has a coin and bill acceptor. The Heidel 
invention in view Malick suggests a gaming machine with a rear-mounted support stand. 
Thus, Heidel in view of Malick would disclose the claimed invention except for the 
applicant's limitation of having the rear-mounted support stand configured to receive 
one of a coin acceptor or paper currency acceptor. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to configure a coin or 
paper currency acceptor from the Heidel invention on the rear-mounted support stand of 
Malick, since it had been held that rearranging parts (i.e. taking bill/coin acceptor from 
Heidel and adding such to the rear-mounted support design element proposed by 
Malick) of an invention involves only routine skill in the art. Additionally, the placement 
of these parts as addressed in the limitations of claims 3 and 4 are obvious 
rearrangements of limitations that exist in Heidel in view of Malick. See In re Japikse, 
86 USPQ 70. As to claim 5, the references of Heidel in view of Malick need not disclose 
or suggest that the display housing is selectively removable from the the rear-mounted 
support stand, as discussed by the Examiner above, as it has been held that 
constructing a formerly integral structure in various elements (i.e. making the display 
housing separable from the rear-mounted support stand) involves only routine skill in 
the art. Nerwin v. Erlichman, 168 USPQ 177, 179. 
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25. In response to applicant's argument for claims 8-1 2 and 1 8, that there is no 
suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can 
only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce 
the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, 
as discussed above in response to applicant's argument of claim 1 , the applicant fails to 
give any patentable weight to the rear-mounted support stand. Thus, it has been 
interpreted by the Examiner as an obvious design choice, and as such, it would have 
been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the invention of Heidel with 
the rear-mounted support stand of Malick to incorporate this design feature. 
Furthermore in response to applicant's arguments that claim 8 and 1 8 are not prima 
facie, because the the references fail to disclose or suggest: a touchscreen amusement 
device, a flatscreen touchscreen display, and a device controller disposed within the 
display housing — all these limitations are disclosed in the Heidel invention and 
discussed above. Flatscreen is a rather generic term used by the applicant. This 
definition is not clearly defined within the applicant's specification to limit the meaning to 
certain devices. While the applicant lists a liquid crystal display (LCD) flatscreen as one 
type of flatscreen, this in no way limits the definition of flatscreen in the broadest sense 
of the term. Those skilled in the art will clearly recognize that CRT monitors can be 
flatscreen display devices. The Examiner inadvertently, in addressing claim 6, mentions 
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that Heidel does not use a flatscreen or teach a flatscreen, but now disacknowledges 
this admittance, as a CRT is but one example of a flatscreen. 

26. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness for claims 8 and 18 is based upon improper- hindsight reasoning, it must be 
recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction 
based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge 
which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, 
and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 

27. As to applicant's argument for claims 9-12, the applicant's argument that claims 
9-12 are not prima facie obvious for the reasons set forth with respect to claim 8, are 
moot in view of the Examiner's response to the claim 8 arguments discussed above. 

28. As to applicant's argument for claims 6 and 7, the applicant's argument that 
claims 6 and 7 are not prima facie obvious for the reasons set forth with respect to claim 
8 and 18, the arguments are moot in view of the dependency of claims 6 and 7 and 
moot vis-a-vis the Examiner's response to the claim 1 discussed above. 

29. Regarding claims 13 and 17 , the applicant's argument that claims 13 and 17 are 
not prima facie obvious for the reasons set forth with respect to claim 8, the argument 
would be moot in view of the Examiner's response to claim 8 discussed above. 

30. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references for claims 7, 13, and 17, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only 
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be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the 
claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so 
found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one 
of ordinary. skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988)and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it 
would have been common knowledge to those of ordinary skill in the art to use the LCD 
display and card reader suggested by Kaminkow, as they are common limitations that 
existed on gaming machines at the time of the applicant's invention. 

31 . In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness for claims 7, 13, and 17 is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it 
must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a 
reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account 
only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed 
invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's 
disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 
USPQ 209 (CCPA1971). 

32. Accordingly, the rejection is still proper, and thus maintained. 

Conclusion 

33. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher H. Bond whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-9760. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:30am - 6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Xuan M. Thai can be reached on (571 ) 272-7147. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information • 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



CHt 




